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INTROD“UCTION Y
. \

1 Th.ls publication has “been written from a dlssertatlon on

eduéational planmngciﬁ North Carolina. In"1975,"Gladys Cartwright

Reed completed a dissertation at Duke University’ entitled, An
Evafuatto} of the 1963 and 1973 Long-Rangg School Facilities Plans_ v
of Selected School Systems in North Carolina. Workmg with the Di-
vision of School Planning and sixteen school systems in North ;
+Carolina, Dr, Reed analyzed the school facility planning process and
procedures prescribed by the North Carolina State Board of Edu-
cation arid Department of Public Instruction, and evaluated the use '~
of the process and procedures by selected schoéI gystems.

l

The Purpose Of Th13 Pubhcatlon . e \

‘. .+ ' . The fonowmg summary gets out the most sahent points in the dis-
~ sertatlon and presents those findings which should be of prime in-
o térest and importance to school system administrators and planners.
The pubhcatlon provides a- hlstoncal perspective of educatlonal
X : ) . .planning in North Carolina. The pirpose<is to provide a resourpe
: - R ST _ . . which can be used as a guide in efforts to improve the planning pro-
- .. ' ' ) ' i - ‘cedures at the stateand at the unit level. Hopefully, this effort will
z <. - . L .o , : eontnbute to improvid edueational opportunifies for students as
. C o B - . well as greater produétmty and economy of operation for school
Y F ' - . . ) o . : systems vk, / .
) - . ‘ L ‘ ’

. A i’/gummary Of The Dlssertatlon Pro;ect

, . Dr Réed ﬁrst developed a process for analyzing the school fac1hty
, . ) - : *  planning procedures in North Carolina and then employed the
. S ' ,8ystem to evaluate planning in sixteen school systems. In addition to -
- G © yreldmg important information on planning in these systems, the
e e , . . . & -7 process provides an indication of the adequacy of the guidelineset . »
T e * . forth by the Division of School Planning and the procedures adopted.
- Lot ' : - o ‘1 > hy the Qtate Board of Education.
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_ 4 Pro;ect A'pproach

/. _ < The basie concepts and pnnmples of long- range school facilities

A

A I " ) 4 . : . o s planmng were determmed from a review of the hterature A process’
3 'E MC ’ : ! o ) : - [ W’ t . F 3 ‘
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oL termine‘the superintendents’ pegception of the\bale of the.Division of - o -

?L,A

"g schog] t‘acxht!,x plannmg as prescnbed by the, Staté , _
- Board of Ecl?ucatlon ang the North Carolina Department of Public’ . =~ . |
Instraction“was developed., This process was used to evaluate the A
1963 and 19’73 lonig-range school facilities plans of sxxteep “geHool . ,
systefns. ﬂe school systems were selected from each of therexght o o
educatmnal districts in North Carolina. The’ selectgon was limited*to '
those sysbeme that had the same. supenptehdents in. 1963"alid 1973 )
and had' sijbniitted long-range plans coverin ‘é periods. N :
The, long-rang\gp}ans that had been aybhm to the Division of \ )
ere studied in.the light of Section VI-A of the A

*Sthool Planning.

Pohcles, Rules and lations {Governing the Expenditure of North . / r

.- Carglina Public SchookFacilities Bonds for 1963 and 1973, )

From the review of theTxQerature and state requlrements‘for school A )
facilities. planning, questlonneu:es were developed , These questlon- -
naires were used to analyz’e the’ N C planning procedures and to de-

School Planning. Pefsonal mterglews were held mth eachesubenn- ‘ .
dént which ptov1ded addltlonal mform‘atlon TR '




n THE HIS ORICAL EVOLUTION OF PLANNING AND ITS’
‘ \, INCREASING IMPORTANCE IN -
Vooooe A FAST CHANGING AND,

Sl - COMPLEX SOCIETY

- )

! In the hlstory of man everysdndiv dual has been involved in plann-
.ing throughout his or her life. Wefdo some sor} of plapning in'our
day-to-day act1v1ty However, when it comes to formulatinga planto
promote’a public activity, many people would equate planning with
. losing a part of thelr freedom and md1v1duahty As Baker h pomt—
v « .ed out: :
AR Fot man# people in the United States, the word plannmg
o ' triggers a violent reaction. These people identify the plannjng
o . effort with the controls imposed by ‘a tetalitarian system to, - A
, ' achieve their puiposes and goals. This fear of planning has_
. N\~ been heightened by the tendency of socialist govemments to o
B focus them act1v1t1es.upon a plan: %

.( . . Y. s e P -
. . * . -
. . Planning: Important in All Systems L S R
~ * Various systems are makmg use of di,fferent kmds of planmng One -
way, to' tategorize these is:to apply the yardstlck of commumty in- ..
volvement that goes into the fomiulatron of any plan. On the twoex-
- trerges of this spectruym are: _
£ : . a. Totalitarian plannmg as employed by socialist systems hke the )
Soviet Union. *
b Democratic planning as employed by democratic countnes hke'
e -the United States.. K oy
. Totalitarian plannmg is imposed oxrthe system from above, whlle
- democratic planning is initiated at all levels. =«
) Formal planning has now become an mteg;al part. oﬂmany systems
hecause resources.are firj The,tremendous growth in populatl
. .coupled with an ever iffereasin emand' fqr available ‘resourgés, .
LY makes the very survivl of any gystem gep@ ent upon the effective -

vy

T € 1ncomoratlomof the conoept of planmng in the field of' édu: .
fon is not of recent’ o‘ngm Itﬁls in fact as old. ag the wntten ac-5 »
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" lar school system. However, much -greatet effort toward long-range

e complished a scientific one until it was requrred by state sur-

“ < as an educational plan to the social and economic de- 2

-

torhave. However, the’ Spartan&dxd not have the sophisticated tools
* for oollectmg and m,terpretmg statistics that admxmstrators hate.at

‘ degree of commumty -involvement whieh went int6 the preparation

XY

.

A -
’ B - . ¢ LI
‘< .

a)tmts,of educatron As Beeby pomts out: @ 2 s

.+ " Perhaps thebest example , . . is more than two thousand :
" years old.' The education system of Sparta, as described for
example by X'e'nophon set out a selies of aims, themselves .
- derived *from the aims of state. .. These aims were then

translated into a school orgamzatxon system, a detailed curri- ‘,

culuh and a téacher training program- with methods and
“techniques well and clearly deScribed. The whole was related

- velopment..of Sparta with its.efficient and thoroughgoing

_ manpower techmques At each point:of the school sys stem, a
most effective and rigorous set of quality controls was built .
into the procedures with the planned use of dropouts and re- |
jects. "

This desctiption of educational planmng clearly projects the

various structural componérits that‘a modern educational plan needs

k3
[>

their command in the age of‘expandmg computer technoLogy The

of educational planmng of ancient Sparta is phot known It can be as-.
sumed that community involvement was not as comprehenswe as it
iy taday. .in the United States ="

In thie United ‘States, long-range master-planmng wa,s developed'
screntlfically through large scale pubhc surveys conducted im-
médiately after World ‘War I. This was usually conducted by an.ex-
terrial educational expert who would do the planning for a particu- -

planmng began after World War II. e .. ont
When' Michigan. conducted its state-wide school facrhtxes‘
, survey, it was estimated that: less | than ten per cent of the-
“schools had a population pred;ctxon on file or had ever ‘ac-

vey. Even so, there are reasons to believe that Michigan was" °
ahead of many states because of the “area of study” legis-
latxox}_passed in 1949 which encouraged long-range planning...

The United States saw a raprd increase in birth rates, n;dustrxal

. adoptxon of long-range planning as a matter of pohc‘\y by a maJorxty of

development, and popuiatron mobility in the post World War II era,
and consequently, it had to face a demand for ducational Tacilities
rfor which most school system$ had not. planned. This promoted the

“* school systems. . : -
Today plannipg is not new to school admxmstrators and boards of
O catioh. Cumculum,development purchasing of supplies, recruit-

C
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e Co- - .goals and objectives. . - . &)
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, . ment and utlhzatloh of personnel, and budgetlng all, 1nvelve ele;
N . .ments of planmng One area that has too frequently been neglected ~
Cay s Tong-range planmng far school facilities. This has often r rest]ted in
/ . - ill-advised locations for school buildings, and hasty censtruction of
. %mhtles that had little relatjonship to the educational philasophy of
T the community or the demands of an expanding cpirriculum. An’ex-
.. ample of this can be seen in the State of Pennsylvama, where ap-
N proximately two billion dollars had been spent on new public gchool
. structures dunng the. penod between 1950 and 1965. Construction

* was undertaken 'in great“haste. Inasmuch as apphcatlons were ‘re-

) viewed in chronglogical order, many plans were filed without any ap-

preciable plannmg, simply t6 get “in lirte” ahead of neighboring

' e

- . schools. , s T P
. *+  Lack of planning gives room for costly errors and is responsible for.
' - waste in selection and’purchase of school sites. In ‘most com: -
. ' munifies, if ‘acquisition of scheol sites is delayed until expanded en-
. 47 rollments dictate need, energetic developers havé already acquired

the desirable locations or expanded values have imposed financial - .
burdens that might well have heen avoided by, advan,ce planning. .
Long Range Plans . o - ‘ \’/
A carefully prepared and.factually supported long-range devel-
opment plan can enable a community to answer basic questions be-
fore constructlon of specific projects. A well-conceived school
building progrém will strengthen long-range financial planning aqd
. - will enable 2 community to attain maximum educational returns
PN 2%\ from local funds or justify needed State assistance. pdo
;o What is a 1ong-range school facilities plan? THe Cahfpmla State .
< s s Departmeyt ‘of Education states: - f .

It’'s a compllatlon of information, policies andfstatlstlcal

. .+ data about a school district, organized to provide @) a contma
. . uousbh for planning educatlonal facilities which will meét *

) ) the ch?r!;gmg needs of a.community; and (2) for choosing al-

i ternatives 1? allocating facﬂlty resources to achleve' dzstnct

North Carolina’s Division of School PIanmng advggates | that plan_";‘_‘
”mng should he *comprehensive afid should include the totar‘plan-
mng procegs” fx’o}p the detemh!r’latlon of educatlon needs to.an eval-_

! ~* - uation of 1mprbvement programs.’

. Mjller is-more spec1fic in statmg a definm&Q ofa long range school
; facilities plan. | ' g L - .
oo . It’'s"a comrrehe,ngwe plan -for school site sand -bullcelng- Cgn
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g~ growth, and unforeseen events mater
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needs,describing ir;gbrdad outline}x plan of each schqol unit,
. *. " the districts’ educational program, including suégé’stion_s.for
T new buildings, new.sites, additions to existing 'facilit,ies and ..

* * sites, modernization, rehabilitation, relqcation, change in

' use, abandonment, and demolition’= "% - L
" . Bldns should cover a period of ten years or moreard should be.
+ oriented toward the more distant future since buildings "are ex-

M LA ;)
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Pected te sérve fifty years. or more.’It should not be assumed that a -

long-range plans are finished after they afe preparéd. Because gf *
human jnqbility to foresee the future with accuracy, no plan, ne mat-
telyll:ow carefully.prepared, will be perfect. With the passage of time,\ °
errors in basic assumptions; inaccuracies in, forecasts of population .

mapnifest, Therefore, the plafls should be appraised periodically, at
léast every two years, and adjusted to serve as% valid guide tofuture
aétiop. . ° ’ - .

L . < - -

s

. M There was § time whert changes. took place in the -average corh-
rhunity so slowly that they were hardly noticeable. More recently,
rapid change is the order ofsthe day. The pheniomenon of chéange
* “promises: to become ‘more | pronoynced ‘in the years and decades
. ahead. o g, . : o
’ American people have.come to view education as & chief instry.-
ment for achievement of national'goéls. Citizenry.kas called on edu- "
. cation,to make the American dream work. Professionals-and laymen
- -alike are insisting that every child is entitled to g public school edu- . -

cation commensufate with-his interests, aptitudes, and abilities,

il -

Pt ] *

" - More comprehen.sivé‘&cilmcqlums are being proposed* and offered.

*“The.publi¢ is de;nar_lding'thg{t more attention be devoted to chil,drei‘};
with special problems. New programs and teaching tools_are}ﬁ ing
used that contribute to improved education. AN
: ) ) . 0,; . . A

-

ially affecting plans will become, - -

The Ingreasing Importanc’(/ev,af' Prla‘nning

P o 'Pia‘nping”thé Leaming Environment".* .

The school plant, ‘as-a basic 'educatio'n~ toal, fnerits sils’temafi‘c

Economic D;avelo.pm nt reported that it may be true that old and
dilapidated 'buildings‘are of relatively minor importance in directly
- affecting test results, but‘this igndres the importance of student and
teacher attitudés. Buildings take on corisiderable importance in such
8mannqrs as long-term effect on teacher recruitment and the psy-
N L o ! s A 10

4.
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L \ ' chologrcs.l uﬂpact on schodl personnel Moreover, the posrtrve effect
: .. T /of safe, cfean, attractive,. modern burldmgs can hardly be over-
A U, . looked. It is in a good sc¢hool building that children learn best. In a
) : . _ S8ociety of chan'ge and innovation, continuous, systematic and in-
. . ~ telligent educational planning miust take place Good school plants
N - 1, result gl this type of educational, planning. ™ 5
: .+ A schoo] plant may be designéd to accommodate a specrfic edu-_
4:atronal program. It may meet all the requirements pertaining to the
* health-and safety of the pupils. The structure may enco‘mpass“such e
X e, features as adequate instructional space, gymnasium, ‘auditorium,
. AU  facilities for vocational education, library, cafeteria, and adequate
; v laboratory space. With all these provided, it still may not be an ade-
quate educational facility. To become such a facility, the “school
. . plant- muyst be designed to house, promote, and enhance an, edu--
' cational program. . 1

Inherent in’ any acceéptable plan is the cledr recognition thaf Q_\

environment educates. The school is for learmng, noét teaching alone
The physrcal environment is a powerful force in all learning. The
total school environment mfluences teaching and learnihg. Ta in’
sure .that the physical envrronment and the total school en- .
A Coe .z’vrronment will be what they should be, user requrrements should be
s T - *- identified-"in educational speczftcattons .- e e
“Educational specifications may be defined as a written -
.+ means of cémmunichtion between educators and design pro-
_ “fessionals. "Through, this medium; "edacators describe the g

. L. e -educational program amd identify factors which effect learn- X
o - ) ing and teaching, thus providing a data base for the archrtect AR
) . to use in creating thé building lans and spetifications.”  « -
@  In arriving at a deVelopment plan, each school district should
. remember’ that certain prime considefations’ are essential if - -
", , meanmgful educatipnal specifigations are to be defifted. The nature
v ’ -~ s . " of the educational program the community wants and will support
e . _should be decided upon. This decision involves how many children .

', must be housed, where these children live, in what organizational :

' structure they must -be placed how many in each school, and the .,

SN .. nature of the Yearning activities,for.each school. R .

’ o . It should be determined wheéther any existing facilities fit‘mto the’

i . _ ‘desired plpn Existing school plants must be carefully appralsed‘to "
enable them* to be used in harmony w1th futuré requirements. .

% . The Need for Reappra1sal ) R ) « 0
.t . Development of a lorﬁ‘-range plan is a contmumg process;. there- .
o fore, it must be, reapprarsed pgnodically Smce thrs need for rerap-9

RS g

»

3 - - : '/"ts
13 ,;L'f»

‘ g . tos 3
P 0 . L e s e L T Gl




3 %

1S

3

>
o

.

4

»

<

-~

<\

! Y,
pralsal is 1nhe1:ent in- developmg long -range plans, data collectlon

léction and cataloging of information. The gathering, anal'ys1s, and
evaludtion of“facts will lead’ to the development of recommenda-

proiglures must be carefully established to assure.thé contmued col-*

tions. A penodlc review and re-evaluation of recommendations

1o

should be made in “light of new data. “,
The format for a long—range plan will follgw naturally from the
following:required informatjon: . / .- 2
1. Statement of the educational program, present.and foreseeable,
2. Collection of detailed information concerning existirig faélly

ties, M their Iopatlon, capacities, degrees of utilization, con- =

dition, and estimated years _of future serv1céab1hty,
3. Prediction of the number and distribution of pupils, students
and adults for whom the educa'tlonal program is to be provided,
Statement of pnontles {in terms of »f needs and financial limita-
. tions) for implementation of the plan . -

e

{ ‘ ' ;

person shoyld be giveén the respon31b1hty to oversee it. A worklng

committee should be des1gnated ineluding represe,ntatwes of the

commumty, consultants, students, \and mernbers of the staff. Staff

participation is required to assure meeting the heeds.of the education-

program.’ Public palttlmpatlon is esseptial not only ta, obtain grass-

roots advice, but to -develop the goodw1ll requlred for imple-*
. mentatlen of the plen.

)

' The ifiost important taskof,,the workmg commlttee is the study of - .

the commumty and the establishment-of goals and .purposes of
- education for that comfhunity. The study should be COmprehe;131ve
enough to cover ll‘éspects of the school’s progam TRe bioad general
_objectives of education must be defined,in"terms of the needs of the
commugluty, and-jm terms, of the’ needs of the Chllll/rén within the
community. Th ral objectiyes must be forfaufated within the
general mandate I(l‘J
values upon which the Americah democratic \ec1gty rests. « «°
Fhe statement of, philosophy should set forth dlearly the edu-
. caﬁonal purposes-the school sho should 1d seek, to*fulfill. ‘Parents/té&'éhers

«$

tate school policy and underglrded by the’ <.

. . . " Bioad In}polvement in P.lanmng

e/When commltment is made for developlng,a Iéng-range plan, a-

Y

the school board, and the pupils should have a part- jpgits formq-
Hition. From this philosophy should flow the 1dea§,
"'ments, and- specnfie ob3ect1ves necessary for .the formulation of
education spemficatnons to serye as a prerequisite for sc‘hool faclhty
om : b e

wll Toxt Provided by ERIC

require:

EKC Sl e e '-1.2._
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g N o ’Ilhe nght schools, in the nght places ‘at the right times . . these
. . . are the aims of systematlc planning. PR v
A Evaluatlon of Existing Fac1l1tres , ' e e

>
\

£

.- Another important plannmg fimction is. the examlnatlon of ex-
L : ‘ " 7. isting school fdcilities § terms of structural adequady, edgeatlonal

: . - ', and énvironmental adéquac cy, capacities, and space utilization. A
L , " record should be made of all available spaces, “their locations, con~_
T L ditions, and their present and future-use, The record should be com- ™
. ; plete enough to shoi how fac}htles are inadequate and where exist-

' : : ing school bulldihgs fit mto the' desired eduicational program.

g
i

) ) PN ‘ . \ .v ) - J’ (‘-“"'._— .n |
F ‘\“ Demographlc Planhing S S AR |

v .. A most lm‘portant step ih the’ development of the long-range plan ] -
BlRTH RATE ) is the determination 6f’the number of students who are to be edu-
G@ﬂ 4% - cated. A school building must accommodate a speclfic number of
€ 1

m

students; therefore, acturate estlmates of school enrollment, while N |
-, difficult’ to make, ‘are a necessary °part of any study “of school Ry

é,b . buildings needs, MK
( ' S ) -While an-annual school and presél&ool census is essential to. ac-
\ T W . curate predictions of future enrollments, the selection of the pro-
. - )x%- 7 cedqres for gstimating future enrollment wrll depel;(‘l)r the variables
N | N m o operating in the local dlstnct which affect enrollment. Each locality
. ) must identify and appraise the slgmficance of the factors affecting
;! ‘ : l% enrollment. To arrive at a reasonably ‘accurate pro,]ectxon of en-
 Industrial Development rollments, the “demographic analysis” technique is recommended.

Z - Basically, this technique requires 3 analysis of important,_ factors that’

s L <. .. - affect population growth. Such factors include futuré Birth rate,
: Y, e et . . e " future housing, mlgratlon, economit changes, ethnic changes, .
t. W 2 ' neighborhood }ezonmg, urban renewal projects, freeways, and high-
© e\l ﬁ . oways. = - . -

g », Population M°b"“y Residential zoning maps ‘are useful in projecting pupil popu-
U ) latlon, in discovering where preschool children Jive, where land is ... ."
. ﬁ _available for housmgul{entlfymg Zoning ordinances. Whlch affect ]
&~ growth, findmg boundaries” which affect residential expanslon, -
* . studying traffic patterns.and in estimating direction of commupity - . /
AL ) o growth. A district map should be developed showing the district |’
1 \ B '\ - boundanes, natural and artificial barners, and topography ) K
:,; A H PO . R . - . e \i.:i" . ; "
g e Planning, Commlw Resources, and Pnor1t1es ’ DR
AP N : . B
\,E l{ll C. ] T deoog/admlmstrators gsho def'me educatlonal programs, eval:' ‘




. uate exlstmg school plants, and project enrollments in plénmg the
* number, size, location, and types of new school facilities and sites
: that will be needed fos ten years ormore. Specific site purchases or.
constrtrctbn projeefs should be tentatively listed. This list should be
determined from-a §tudy‘of‘the condition and adequacy of existing
" facilities, and from a projection of space needs for growth and
_program improvement. In addition, the availability of financial re-
.sources and the attrtudes of the commumty must' be considered.
Individual project. defim;ron should be in'sufficient detail to in-
clude a clear understandmg of the recommendation and the cost
1mphcatrons. Cost should not be estimated beyond five yeats, due ta
probable program changes and cost uncertainties. Added to the
analysrs of cost should be the proposed rnethod of financing. The dis-
s tncb administration must appraise the district’s financial obli-
gations and resources, s reﬂected in unuse,d borrowing capacity and
Lo allowable tax rates, and the position "of the district wrth regard to any
{ " state or federal financing programs.
Solutions suggested in the long-range developmentaL plan should
..~ betentative and defined in general terins to. permit review ‘and modi-
i ficatlon as the study of trerids and changing community ‘heedsJbe-
" comes clearqx: Alternatrve solutions should be considered, w'rth pre-'
. ferred solutrons fully supported by a thorough ana}ysrs of all perti-
;. - .pent facts Because_of the physical impossibility of doing everyt
L ‘At one time and because the cost must be synchronlzed with- comu
mnmt& resources, the setting. of priorities,is a critical step. Most
wo e communrtles -will place high priority on (1) health and safety fea-
tures; (2) provision for equal educatxonal opportunities for all stu-
" dents; and (3) the retention of existingTand and facilities until it has
been. demonstrated that continued use of thesesis not economieal, or
that modemlzqtron will not cdrrect deficiencies at a reasonable cost.
The weight glven to these’cnter;a tends to reflect the community’s
values. ) T N ]

!

B . .. Effectrve State Level Pﬂning

) In,,a study conducted by the Mrdwestern Admrnrstratron Center, it
. wag found_that local school administrators considered problems con-, °
cerning buildings and ground one of the primary areas in which they ’
‘needed help.from statedepdrtments of education. Thé same study .
. revealed that state department consultants were agked to assist wrth
. buildings and grounds,problems more frequgntly than all other aregs
except ﬁnance and teacher recrurtmenf'}%ter and Trautman -

* -

le the’ followrng- recommendatrons based on 1nformatron gathered
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R ' ¢ from literature and_ case studies of educational facilities . planning
! - - unlts in the states of Cahforma, Florida, anesota, Norgh Cgpo-
oo \ lina, and Waslungton '
< > * 1. The state education agency is an educatlonal force €h
‘ » . : assure educationally, functional faéilities Wlthl -
we = R * daries. - P ..
) " . 2. Minifhal state regulation is essential to the prov1smn of* ade~
8 . ) . quate educational chlhtres _
‘ . . 8./t is necessary to assign priorities and estabhsh directlon for *
' o - : the educational facilities plannmg serv1ces that w1ll be pro-
el T ¢ ' " vided by-state personnel ¢ ‘
o . +4, It is necessary that services prov1ded’ by th§ faclhtles planmng
S ’\ o section relate to ang .center aroun the planning process. - - 3
o - 5. Any plannlng that deals with educational facilities must be .
o #~  executed within the context of the total community..
S e A 6. A major element of, thgeducatlonal planning for a speclf' ic
~ facility is comprehenslve curriculum planning.. i
N ’ e, ¢ 7. State education agency facilities planning personnel mst -
, . ‘ s . function in a'consultative capacity. RS c s
. N 8.» Faciljties planning personnel must be aware of and make ex- N %
W ‘ tensive use. of fac1lht1es planning expertxse, wherever itig, -
SN . found. - Ceoa
I m N 9. The facilities planmng services prov1ded by a state educaﬁ}on B
oop] "‘ . agency need to include follow-up and évaluative services.
10, Tt is desirable that the state educatlonal faéilities planning
L : : section avoid responslblhtles not dlrectly relatem to the-

e P é functional planmpg process. ﬁ
G - 11. It is a responsibility of the fa 1ht1es plannmg sectlon to .
: _ o o . provide mairitenance and operatidy o

’ —”——'—'—-ﬂ@ ~ Accordlng to Trotter and Trautman, the basic functlon of the state . I

‘ planning ageéncy is to provide regulatory and leadership sgrv1ces s4o .
AR _ the local adminigtrative units. Each educational fadility ¢ton-
o ' struction project should be based on comptehensive long-range sur-

’ ] . . veys and educational specifications. Educational specrf’ cations T .
e . ..« should indicate that curnculum planning took place by those who

‘ ' . will use the facility. .

< T ) Regulatory services provided are intended to insure the safety\of

: . the occupants using any educational faclhty Prehmlnary and'final . .

a o . plans of all educational. facilities should be reviewed for-structural .

v 3

= " and mechanical’ safety, l‘ire safety, drid sanitation. The adeguacy of J

s a%e 9

vy e
o AL b bed i

&
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L ) " ~ the site'should be assured particularly as- related to the water sup- .
« .. ply sewage and waste dlsposal access, and natural dramage.Re Uee ., 7
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_ educational coficepts to the respective architects. -

latory services associated w:th protection of’, the pubhc 1nvestment

fﬁend to’ requli'e quality in des1gn add constructlon

Leadershlp services are generally descnbed as services other than,
those required by regulation. There &te numerous seryices that can
.complement regulato . functions. For example, the state planning

Consultative 'services relative-.to the’fiscal problems of facility con-
struction, such as capital oytlay financing, bonding guidance, and
Jbiddiflg processes should|be| available to the local districts.
The facilities planning pection should provide criteria for the sélec-
_tion of architects and co 8 tants, as well as make available guxde-
lines explaining what ites, nifiy, be expected of such persons. In
_.addition, the state facilities: planning sectiof* should have state
and/or local building cotle gyides available and provide guidance for
planning in terms of suth codes. Finally, staff members should make
themselves available for consultation regarding design problems en-
countered by azchitects and planning teams. They should algo-con-
*sult, as needed, with the planning team to assist in. communlc \

"t Another area if se ice that provides opportumty for leadershlp is

state program planning for facilities, ‘This area of service seeks to es-

tablish problems and trends in facilities plannmg as well as develop
new facility degign concepts. Typical services might be state-wide

.. section should makeguides for planning available with instructions « -
. on doing comprehenswe, facility, and long-range planning surveys.

..

studies to deter
vices requige a

mine.status,, problems, and needs. Leadership ser-

competent and diversestaff to provnd_e'a&stg e tgg

the great ra g of lo%al facilities planning’ competencles

R N

\ ? . r -
'\ ’

Contact w1th a state department of school ‘planning* will result in

. help from school plant specialists, who may give informal guidance,

cqunsel referral, and consultant service. Althoygh the states have

L " | Assistance for Planners

the power and re§p0n31b111ty for public education, they have gen--

. erally delegated much edycational responsibility to the local school

board. The, states, however, long.ago decided that no school district

has the rtght to provide an inferior educational program. The
) educatlonal facﬂltles program has been regarded as one "of the areas

in which c'ontrols, services, and leadership are needed at the stdtg

.level, since school facilities play an important part in pupﬂ pro-

tectlon and educatlon

: '_,,, - PO S -

LB e S i N

sate, departmen of education have camed out thls_,frespon
EKC o 16
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ad facilities planmng umt{ .
Trotte and Trautman sard that ce am basrc services in facrhtles

LONG RANGE PL@.NNING IN NOR\TH CAROLINA

% e - e, . . ~

Recogmzmg The Need ‘ ) - e

) * In 1947 the General’ Assembly of North Carolina authorrzed ‘a
‘ State Eduycation Comrmssion which was appointed by Governor R.
; * Gregg Cherry to study all problems in education to the end that a

.<'1

. v

}' . sound overall ‘educational program might’ be developed. The.Com- |

~ sisted of prominent lay and educational leaders of all radgs who com-

mission created fifteen study and advisory. commrttee})cwhrqh ‘con-

) _ .1 pleted an exhaustive study of every.phase of public edukation. As a
’ o . . result °§ the study, t é‘he Commission reported its findings ‘to the
’ " General 'Asseinbly of 1949 and recommended both immediate and-
I lohg-rang@eps which should be- taken to improve pubhd educatlon
-t in North Carolina. )
, . A ma;o;recommendatron made by the commission was that school
plant planning should be a cooperative undertaking involving the o
State Division of Schoolhouse Planning, county and local school ad- ,+ .
ministrators and supervrsors, teachers, custqdians, pupils, non- '
school public' agencies, mterested lay groups archrtects and en-
gineers. - v - .
, . =t . Governor Dan K. Moore recogmzed the need for further studyof
g the problems of public school education in North_ ‘Carolirta and in- |
) cluded in his message to the General Asserably on Febrm 9, 1967 ‘
* this statement and recommendation: *© -
We must ever seek to improve and better utrhze our public -’
scho_l educatrona}resources The future/demands that North

’ -":.‘ -)'/ A ‘:f
o » . N o, - ~
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.Carohna prov1de its yoTx{ng with the.best educatldnal oppor- L
{ ‘tumtles possible, In order to give us'direction, and creatlve )
(SR leadershlp, 1 fecommend that’ you authorlze the. appoint
Py ment of a“blye ribbon” cqmmlssmn to study all aspects of
o the pubhq school systems in “No: h, Ca;olma This com-°
oo mxssmn should. review our. scheol pohc1es . programs, and s
goals in light of ptesent and future needs. A resume ‘of its S
. -~ findizigs and any necessgry recommendations should bé made ° - .
‘to the Governor.and 1969 :General Assembly. o )
Subsequent to the Governor’s om‘mensdatgon‘2 the Ge eral As-
sembly enacted a ‘resolution whlg autﬁonzed ‘the creatm of ?hé

9
o

€

' 1968.Governor’s” Study Commission on the Public School System of U .2 "

quth Carolma Thie legal duty of the Commijssion was to make ade- .
. 'tailed and exhaustive study of the public schoél’ system, to the'end o -
" that some evaluation of "the_ effectivenress of the’ "Public.. school
-program mlght be achLeved Several points were enym ted in‘the °
_ Zredolution for detailed study by the Comntission. It ﬁfg expressly
- pomted out, that the adequacy of public sehoo] sites, beuldmgs, and
-fAuxiliary facilities, should be studied. . ! <
. 'Phe Commission made the followmg recommendatiqns regardmg'
pubh‘c school facilities: .
" that-the D1v1smn of School Pl’anmng of the State De-
. partment of Public Instruction be expanded. and streng- #
thened; that the State Board of Education. appropnate ade-’
-+ guate funds for research and _development i in the arba of
- schogl facilities; that the State provide from curren® revenue
_at least, $20,000,000 per year for Assistance to school ad-’
ministrative units for school constructlon, that the;'Dlvasldh‘ .
"of School. Planning serve as a coordinating agency Afor in-, < - )
terpreting building needs in teérms of curreht educatiorral
, . bprograms; and that the State Board of Educasiori bé pro.:
' 'v1ded with the necessary statutory authdfity to requiredong” - -
rangé planning-for the total school 1mprovement 1r7c1/11rdmg ‘
3 the ﬁ?ancmg of capi@al improvemerit. )

1‘.,
’

North Carolina’s Response To The Need

Prov1d1ng the Resources - fe v 4 g 2
Respondmg to the contiruing need for 1mproved and expanded

facilities, the State, in 1949, .1953 and 1963; mage avalla?)le tothe .

counties on an ADM bagis additional funds through an approvéd . ‘-

.V “bond issue. Policies; rules, and regulations were adopted by the State =~
" Board of Education to govern the expenditure of thesé funds yvhmh T

e e P

s\'

were to be séd for the construgtion, reconstrliction, enIargement - } L,
"0 rovement and rénovation of p lic school fac111t1es an‘d for the, . ?2 e

' \. . e ,"' hPe
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¢ : o N “ 70! « . -
. T - PR L.




I S A T - )
‘purchase of such equipment as shall be essential to thé efficient,
‘pperatjon of the facilities. . R . K
. In 1973, the Stdte made available an additional sum of $300 +_ §
‘million forspublic school facilities, which was prayided by a bond * ', R
referendurh approved-by the people. The State Board of Education ~ "}
. . formulated policies, rules, and regulatiohs to'govern the expenditure
of these funds, which were for the construction, reconstruction, en- . '
largement, improvement or renovation of approved public school” _
facilities, furniture and equipment necessary to, the operation of the
N facility,@n-site water and sewer systems, and the services of archi-_
. tects and engineers essential to,plannin} and supervising con-
struction. LT > . 7 o .
. Approval of long-range plans by the State Board of Education'had
tobe graptefl tb each school system inforder for it to utilize the funds.
" This approval was based upon the recommendation of the Division of
School Planning wbi‘ch was contingent upon the school system’s sub-,
- "mission of an acceptable long-range plan. '
"7 " Establishing the Procg‘d‘qre. L. N R ‘
" In Nerth_Carolina, -education is recognized as a state and a local  ~
responsibility. The state, through constitutional provision, legis-
lative eénactmept, and educational directives, sets a pattern for 1
‘operation; however, the local community Qas the responsibility for *
operating the schools within that pattern. This responsibility can-
not be carried out effectively without sound long-range plagning. Ae-

i

& 7

N .

cording to Pierce: o ‘ "
.Planning for education is nqt something new; it has been *J |
* going on to a greater or lesser degree as Iong as there have %
. been organized systems of edication. When a school board” . )
and its staff make decisions regarding future programs for ** = °
P curricula, for staff, for organjzation, or for. facilities, they-do ,
. . 50 on the basis of somg degree of pllanning. ' T, -
It was felt by the Division.of School Planhing that planning must :
follow a systematic process whith is flexible enough to allow for .
_changés that may becomeé necessary.’ This process should. en-
" 'compass preparation_ for planning, . analyzing the situation, ‘de- .
. yelopinsg’ alternatives, selecting -a plan,, implementing the’ plan,’
evaluating the plan, and evaluating the process of planning. Iy order
f6F the process to be effective it must be continugus and evaluated
periodically.- - o R SRR
.-, «In addition to the policies, rules,Nand regulations that-were for——
» mulated to govern the expenditiife of thp.school bond monies, plann:
ing guides, were printed by the State ‘Department of Public In- " s
. stryction’s Division of Bchool Planning to help individual 83116911; :
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’syéx formulate plans for utlllzmg the funds. Even though a plan- .
ning gmd\e had been pubhshed in19 e ones of significance to.pre- .
sent day cencepts of long-range plann , Educational Planning and

> Planning for Education: People and Processes, were published in
1964 and 197 respectively by the Division of School Planning.
Policies, rules and regulations were up-dated and modern long- -range

lanning practices were explamed In defining the steps that are in- - . /
herent in the process of educaticiigi:planning, the Division of School )

. Planning identified a linear proc ggre containing the folllowi T
phases: (1) Preparation for plannlng,,/(Z) Analysis of situatior, (3
Development of alternatives, (4)}8elgction of a plan, (5) Implemen-
tation of the plan, and,(6) Evaluation of the plan and the proces

" Societal developments have increased the need for providing an
adequate ch1ht1es plannm&prdgra&n by the state. Leaders in edu-
catlon have recognized the need for prudent planning, as evidenced
by State Board of Education dn‘ect;ves rules, pohcles, and regula- .

*  tions concerning planning; and by the numerous publications de- B ]
voted to planning and facility improvement By the State De- : :

.. partment of Education. Wiith increased local interest in planﬁ‘ihg, . -
the availability of leadersHip and assistance by the State Depart- '
. ‘ment of Educatién, and themechanisms available to effect long-

. range plannmg, North Carolina has made a great deal of progress in

a relatively short time. - ° |- \
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/ “ - 7.+ SUMMARY OF:‘QUESTIONNAIRE
Responses of Supenntendents Concemmg The Development Oof Long Range ans
in 1963 and in. 19'73 | . e, e — X

s

, Bach cdunty and city board of ducatlon making application for . . : ¢
1963.and. 1973 state bond funds was required to secure approval from o C —
. the State Board of Education of its long-range plans for school im- , - o ‘ )
prove:ment and construction. The plan submitted for approval was . _ . ¢ < ..q/ ,
rP{'nuIed to'be based on a-system-wide self-evaluation of the'existing . D,
E KC ram of stud1es and act1v1t1es, and an educatipnal survey of the a . . =

lTxt Provded by ERIC v e, . 2\4 . - 4 ' / - )
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school system, ipcluding an evaluation of adm1n1strat10n, or—

ganization, . financing, personnel, transportation, and fagilities.
These studies were to be accomplished by the local staff, with or
without the assistance of outside consultants. The services of the Di-
visfon of School Planmng were available to local supermtendents
upon request ) - .

_Oral presentations were requlred to be dehvered by, tne superin-

. tendents and boards of educatiofisto a review panel of the State De-
,partmenbof Public Instruction. Thé Review Panel could react to the

presentatlon by requesting addltlonal and supporting mfommtlon

suggesting further study, or recommending approval of the plans for
“school improvement. All of the superintendents’ appeared before the -

Review Panel of the North Carolina Departmefit of Public In-

struction and .gave oral presentatlons of theu' plans for 1963 oand )

S 1978, R

" range plan submitted to the Divisjon of School .Pl'annmg;,Spemfic

) ducted in 1973.

"An analysis of the’ plann1ng sprocess employed by the superin-
tendents of school systemg in formulating their long-range plai)s pro-
vided interesting information. The data obtained in Dr. Reed’s study

were based on responses of the superintendents’ to a questionnaire, .

deve'loped to encompass the basic’ conicepts of school facility planm" .

ing. The questionnaire served as the basis of mterwews held w1th —

each superintendent. During the interviews cﬂe supermfendents pro
vided additional information which alded in the comalet;on of the
questlonnalre .

Superintendents were asked about the commltment of theu"’umt
to long-range planning. They were also asked about the written long-
questions about plan development were asked. These dealt with the”
procedures used in arriving at the purpose.and content of the plan
Inquiries about community inyolvement, consultant assistance, as-
signed responsibility and the adoptlon proceéss wefe made.

Of those interviewed, there was no difference between" the number .

of superintendents’ who had educa“tlonal' surveys" of the schegl °
systems conducted ‘in 1963 and the numbrr who had suryveys con-

- - .

There wds no significant difference between the, humber of
supenntendents who propgsed long-range obJectlves for total school
improvements in 1963 and the number who proposed lo’ng-range ob-
jectives for total school 1mproverﬁents in 1973.. °

The numbgg of supenntendents who proposed plans offaction to
‘meet the lorig-range objectives in 1963 and 1978 did hot differ.

Wlthln this selected group, the number of supermtendents who

f ) / BN v ) )tA /
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C re was no srgmficant change between the number ofssupenn-
. o tendents w veloped statements dliﬁ)hrlosophy,wgoa’ls and objec-

.
R “

.. -
C

' ... mitted written reports.in 1973.

?

hsted reasons for plannmg, .Wh lanned for definite f)ér‘iods'of time,

. and who . designated special - ersons and; committees with the

' responsrbxhty of long-range plannmg in 1963 4ind in 1973 d1d not
change. :

tives, and- purposes of educatlon in 1963 and+the number of superin-
tendents who developed statements bf'irhrlosophy, goals and objec-
fives, and purposes of education_in 1973. ,

The number of supenntendonts “who, in %\and 1973 re's,pec-
trvely, studied their commumtles,sused ldcal an regional planning
~agencies, provided detailed mformatlon of existing ¥acilities, and
utrhzed school plasit 'specialists did not change_significantly.

re-was no difference between t t?re number of superintendents
who d veloped alternative plaris; ac ordxng to priorities, and sub-
mittéd writterrfeports in 1963 gnd he number of superintendents
“who developed alternative plms ccording to prrorltles and sub-

The number of supérmtendents who involved commumty people
* in the.i entatron of plans, or who evalﬁated the plans in 1963
" and’¢h

1 ~ "

er of su}'nntendents who did §,o in 1973 did "not -

SL;Dool lanmng and ¢he planning process employed, d1d notehange
‘ cant¥yy in 1963 and 1973.
1rteen per cerit of the superurtendents reported that there were
aspects of the planning process which weré unsatisfactory; however
. 8lperc
tlong-range planning process:}rx per cent 0 the sup

. n@t respehd to this question.

tendents did

Even though the superintendents 1ndlcated ‘that the pla ning pro- ..

cedures prescribed by the State Board of Educatron were considered

A -

- .
3 : .

f them did not report anything unsatrsfaztory abgut the -

.(‘. PE M. 2 ‘”

¢

qui

proecedures were not fol

wed to the degree and extent that the Dj vi-

.sion of 8chool Planning

"/ ' through 21-of the original document. An analysis of the\da

‘ature, .
ERIC U N

cated that there were generally no significant drfferences' in
cedures followed and the data supplied by superintg
however it should be noted that ‘the

fe\adequate for sclm%'stems in 1963 and 1973, these plannmg
%

agenvisioned. This is reflected §n Tables 3

indi-
e pro-

anning procedures .,

nts for both °

* were t fully implemented. accordm”gto the policies, rules and'regu- =
Jatlons and the bas'k_pnncmles of long-range planmng,f.ound in the

~
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Responses of Supenntendents As To "The Effectlveness Of The D1v1s1on of N
g ‘School Plannmg, Related To The Noh. Carelina . !

"
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. o Long-Bange Planmng Process

il

’I(he resource ‘reported by the supermtendents t&g.,be partlcularly
_ helpful in 1963 and 1973 was the Division-of School Planning. The
‘ superintendents reported that the leadershlp and ‘assistance of the
.people within the Division were helpfiil. The Division provided ob- :
jective information and recommendatlons as well as an averview of
p ,the total educ tlonal program In addrtlon the Dwrsron prov1ded -as:

, 33 reetings “for ‘the parpose. of}explammg the. long-range planning -
process. Finally), the Supenntendents reported that the D1v181on was

N |-
' Employment Of The Long- Range Planmng Process By ‘School System Supermtendents And An ,'-

Evaluatlon Of Its Usefulness

' evaluating and conductmg surVeys, and held reglonﬁl dand statew1de ’
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ice, and orgamzatlon of ‘the schools and less' in--, ' g
ing to grograms of studles and activities and person- |
inistrators. were mvolved in self-evalnatlons and sur-

- veys in 196 nevertheless, “they relied more on surveys in1973asa -
-~means of supplymg the requested information, Wlnle much of the in-
. formation was incomplete, the major | focus of mformatlon included

in the long-range plans was on new bulldmgs and renoxatlons rather
than on total educational programs.

. The superintendénts indicated that state policies; rules and regu—

- lations were clearly stated, objective and helpful, and-the process of .

lanmng was teaSonable. They also indicated that the Diyi M of .

' -School Planmng in genéral was helpful and provided adequate ser-

v1ces and assistange during the process of planning. The superin-

tendents utilized the services of school plant speclahsts in the Divi-

sion of School Pl@mng mote than those services prov1ded by prl-

N ately managed“f' Friis Or orgamzatlons. .
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Plannmg was initiated. becéuse of the syperintendents’ interest in .
det.ermmmg the strengths and ‘weaknesses of existing programs and * -
__because it was required for the use of state construction funds. The
planning period was for four and five years. Some of the ad-
.ministrators were unable to determine the amount Pof time spent for-

. ‘mulating plans; ~howeveér, those administrators who were able to de-
termine the amount of time, reported spending an average of from
500 to 1,000 hours. There were more orgafiized committees involved:
" in planning in 1973 than in 1963. The persons utilized on the com-
* mittees ‘were consultants and professional staffs. Superintendents : e
_were usually the persons in charge of long-range planning. , : -

~<. re. supenntenden developed or updated statemerits of . )
'ph osophy; goals obJect'Wes ‘and purposes of education in 1963 than . \ .
. in 1973. There were fewer studjgs of the communitiés in 1973 than in . )
1963 These sjudies consxst@d mainly of assessments of the com- .-
'f * . munity’s history, economic resources, and business enterprises and | -

LAY

.

.+ industries. Little emphasis was placed on the social environment and . ‘Y
i cultural resources. : .. . .
Some aspects ‘of the long-range planning process 1mproved over
_ ‘the ten-year period in North Carolina. The school systems had a _
:  greater number of surveys conducted and-fewer self-evaluations dur- , . -

ing this period. The planning information provided in the surveys .
was more comprehensive in 1973 than it was-in 1963, and there were . : .
-+ indications™of sophisticated plannmg techfiiques utilized by the ' )
- Division of ‘School Planning in 1973.

The Division of School Planning provxdes leadershxp and pro-
fessional services to local school administrators that are in keeping
with current practices and procedures of long-range school facilities
planning. The following are some recommendations which were sug- . .
gested by which the Division of School Planning might contmue to \
+ upgrade*long-range school facilities planning: : v

1. -Enforcing policies, rules, and 'regulations by workmgw;,“gely B . ) -
with lgcal admxmstrato;s .

2. Conducting regional and local planning workshops on a regular ‘
basis and continuing the annual statewide workshops in order _ : -
to keep administrators abreast of current trends and pro- )

- cedures in long-range planning. .

3. Providing a fdrmat by which long -range plans would be sub- B
mitted for approval in order to insure uniformity. . 2 . : .

4. Requesting additional persgnnel for the Divisijon of School - 4 .
Planning in order that more attention might be ngen to'long- -~

@ 'range.planning on a continuous basis.
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5. Imtlatlng definite planning penods within the State by re-
questing that long-range plans be submitted perlodlcally

6. Evaluatlng the procedure of oral presentations by school ad- =~

. “ministrators to the Review Panel ‘of the Dgpartment, of Public .
Instructlon with consideration given to location, time allowed -
. for, presentations, and the method of seleotlng Rev1ew Panel
members.

7. Continuing the evaluat} n of the planning process and the
policies, rules, and regulations, of the Sthte Boeayd %f Edu-

] catfon, with input from superintendénts in order to avbld am- '
biguity and repetition; and to assess the importance of 1tems in-
cluded.. . & : ' : S

In conclusion, the gata analyzed indicated &mt school supenn-
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tendents perceived the/ long-range planning pohc1es, rules, and regu-
lations to be reasonable, clearly stated, objective, and helpful. For
the most_part, school systems employe;l a comprehensive plannmg )
process in the development .of a plan in 1963 and-found it useful’
enough to repeat in 1973¢ They fdund“the ices of the D1v1s1on of
School P,lanmng to be professional and i 1mpssgant tothe process, and =~ :
~ called on the D1v1s1on"!ncreas1ngly during t’ne peno;t from 1963 to —
; 1973 : . , ) K




“7. . APPENDIX A o
QUESTIONNAIRE RELATING TO THE ~ - . . ' '
SCHOOL FACILITIES PLANNING ’ '
- N o i . ! . . ) ) | - *
2 AMEOF SCHOOL UNIT DATE _____ R
4 PERSON INTERVIEWED POSITION - J. o
Please indicate your answer by writing, “¥es” or “no”.for each year : ”ﬁw
in, the blanks provided. o I &
, 1963 - 1973 L4
-1, Did: locafschool officials make a‘commitment  : . s
' for- .lfong-range school facilities planning =~ . ’ < L
" for any special reason(s)? 5
- If-the answer to the above question is yes, : K .
4 pleaselist'the reason(s) below. _~ B R
A 1963 1973 o, S T
- : C. . .
‘'’ 2. Wasa written long-range plan submitted.to h PR S S
z .. theDivision of School Planning of the North ’ e ' 1
o Carolina State Department of Public In- . S o s
i+ struction for the purpose of utilizing funds | ' ‘ : .
.provided by the State Bond Referendum? _ i , . Cl
. 3. Did the plan covera definite period of time? : M— T
Lo .If yes, please specify the period of time. o i }
o . 1963 yrs. 1973 yrs. : ST i
:-. . 4. Was a person given the‘responsible charge , L :
- and the necessary help to ovérsee the long- ‘ ' ‘ )
c -range plan and the planning process? < _ « - i -
~." 5. Was a committee appointed to assist in the -
h " long-range planning? ' : 1 L.
. ' If the answer to the above is yes, dld this . ' R
;- R planmng committee include: - : ' .,
o Community representatlves e : . ,
Professional staff. - ) } o
L Non-professional staff . " ' T o (
- - ~ Students - ’ — .
' .. Consultants N : ’ _




ment of phi i
) . theschool system or ‘update ex1st1ng ones? .
: 7. Did the- planning committee establish a
c . - . statement relative to the purposes of public
L ~ education? 1 -
A ' Was the statement determined by: - . .,
h Needs of the children -

P P ratdle

s - ' “Characteristics of the communify .~ ~ =2~
o . A . ‘

. Lawsand minimum standards o -

R T + . Current literature and researth g
3 . . 8. Bid the statement of-purpose relate to all as-

, -pectsofthe school ptogram?-

9. Was a thorough analysis of the ex1st1ng edu-
. ' cational program made? .

: "+ 10. Was astudy of the community made?. ’

_ If the answer is yes, \did the study include .
* +such things as;: ) ,
/ ] Tradition and hlstory

N o .

" Social env;ronment

3 RAATES AR ey

- . Economic resources .

¥

. ) ' Business enterprise and industries

P LT
%
.

Cultural resources -~ . .

. _ 11. Were local or regional planning’agencies uti- <
- lized in securing 1nformatlon for the long-

range plan? . —

If the answer is yes, please hst the agencnes

. - below: - } ‘ ‘ ;
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- ) 12. Did the plan include detailed information . o
-, g ' concerning existing facilities such as: S T ;
g _ Location 5
‘ apacities e laore
. ' 8 | A
] Q' : . < Utlllzatlon v [
!E MC N - eé,[}'k\r, - "“3;’. » / )

B 4 g : . g :

SR A i ex: rovided by ERiC ’ . . Tie
= 2 . % L . [ L

ax et 7 B - P R




o5

'i

4’3 .

e

Condition CT PO
Servxcéablhty M
. 13. Did you utilize the Services of school plant

: planning process? 3
14. Did you utilize the services of other school
; Dlant specialists? , ¢ ‘s

f’”” 15 < WEré alberna'tlve plans’ devechped to reach,

sthe Iong-range objectives? '
16. *Were altef-natxve plans. recommended ac-
cording to priorities? ° ° - P
17. Yas-a comprehensive written, report of the

a spec1ahsts in the North Carolina State De- \
¥ . . « partient” of Piblic Instruc;mn durmg the

¢ .. .analysis submitted to the superuitendent by -
o " “the planning committee?

18. Did the superintendent review the “alter--
., . natives|and make recommenda’ﬁons to the
Board of Education? * - *

. Did the Board consider the’ recggamenda-
tions and adopt a plan"

. 20. Were the staff andocommumty 1nvolved in
. implementing the plan?

. Were legal, educational - or design consul
tants utilized in implementing the plan?

'22. Was a short-range calendar of due dates or,

the Program Evaluation and Review Tech- o

» nique-(PERT) utilized for the completion of
short-range tasks"

93. Were .the plans selected and the pIanmng t
process evaluatedpenodxcally"
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{ APPENDIX B -
4 QUEI}S}S ONNAIRE RELATING TO THE /.
iON OF SCHOOL. PLANNING ;

Supenntendent Please complete this questlonnalre Indicate your
"answers by checkmg the appropriate

each year. . (
o1 Howlmany staff hours were spent formulatin

e léng-_rangé
school facilities plan? :

1963 1973,

10 hours — 100 hours : - o

. 101 hours — 500 hours, o
501 hours — 1,000 hours ' - R &
-Longer (please specify) ' ) o

" 2. What is your opinion of the pohc1es rules: and regulations of the
State Board of Education géverning the - expendltures of fun

3 obtained from t orth Caroliga Public School Faciji
~ - Bonds? j , )

. 1963 * 19%
i Clearly stated
i + Confusing * - |
Tooshort - - L -
- Too lopg -
Other items should have been
. . included , ° : .
ol \& What were they" . / — .

gl >\g What is your oplmon of the/ hearing held by the review pqnel”
/s o 1983 1973 T

Objecti.ve " ) ' - /
Subjéctive o . s
Fair ~ - p . : A . :

2 . 2

~ Necessary \ . : . s

Unnecessary~
" Helpful
Consumed too much time = C :
Please 1ndlcate your answer by writing " yes” or “no” for each = ..
year L , ' , Y
‘ ‘ ‘o 1963 - 1973 i
4. Did you receive adequate assistance from the - ‘
Division of School Planmng" . S —

34 ' . . - C ek
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Was tIi D1v131on of School Planmngprompt . .
‘m"respondmg to your request for assistance? .- - ' ' ‘
‘Was:the time between submitting the plans :
~sand’ the hearing teasonable? ) . .

& ‘Was the. timesbetween the hearmg and notl- ) . ) S
: f"é{ficatlon of approval reasonable? A SN ) e
8, Was thé time between submission of the THEAE \ oo
long-‘range plans and -approval of applica- : o
-tions. by the Stéte. Boand of Education rea- , : I
sortable? - . ' SR NI oo [e

) 9. Were the - plans« initially ‘submitted to.the
'~ . 'reyiew: panel altered in any. ‘manner before . ’

- -State Board approval? . - - . - o { 7
10: Were'the fundsI received utlhzed asstatedin . ) S ",,?-\l’ax,_g» o
" therequest? . N A SRR AI

'11 1If ‘not, did you submlt revised. plans to the -~ . LT AN
D1V1810n of'Sghool Plannmg" s

1 %
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mtht' plangung" . \ - DR N

.14, If ~gn, outside consulting agency was used, . ¥ . o e

' " were personqel and services satisfactory? %; S ' T

" 15. 'What in your opinion proved to be unsatis- R o : ;

P factory, about North Carolina’s long-range | . . ;
s school facilities planmng process? : } . . ) :

Pl , 4 N QAU — - - .
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16. What in your opinion was especially help S <

S

o

x

about this planmng process? . . ) - "

1963

/

1973 -_

(=3

/

A

17 What in' your.opinion could strengthen orim-
prove NortHCarol)na 8 process.of long- -1ange
P school fac1ht1es plannifig in general?

1 - . 8
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